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Ohio and Idaho’s interests in hand. All 
four members of the Idaho delegation, 
Senators and Representatives, are 
going to vote against CAFTA. 

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
reasons that Idaho is so firm against 
CAFTA, and I have received phone 
calls from companies in Idaho that say 
we need you to support CAFTA. Abso-
lutely I have. I am not going to try to 
kid anybody and say I have not. I have 
had some phone calls from folks in the 
agricultural business that tell me that 
they bought into some of those argu-
ments. 

But for the most part the commodity 
groups in Idaho are supporting each 
other. And they have said yes, CAFTA 
may be good for us, but we remember 
when we asked the gentleman from 
Idaho (Mr. OTTER) and the gentleman 
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) and every-
body to vote against the Australian 
trade agreement because it was bad for 
the dairy industry and it was not too 
handsome for the beef industry. And so 
now the beef folks and the dairy folks 
are remembering that the sugar beet 
folks and the other farm commodities 
in Idaho supported them. 

But all I need to do when they call 
me and say we want you to support 
CAFTA, I just need to remind them 
where we were in the early 1990s before 
NAFTA. Since NAFTA in my congres-
sional district alone, since NAFTA 
passed, we have lost 32 sawmills, lum-
ber mills in the State of Idaho. You do 
not just lose a lumber bill. The people 
of Clearwater County, Idaho, in a little 
town called Pierce, had a plywood mill 
that they had to close down as a result 
of not being able to compete with the 
Canadian lumber, and not having a 
softwood agreement with Canada. As a 
result, they had to shut down the mill. 

That went on in many little towns. 
In the town of Cascade, Idaho; Council, 
Idaho, it worked its way south in my 
district, just inside the Continental Di-
vide. We eventually shut down over 30 
lumber mills and we laid off 14,000 fam-
ilies. Those 14,000 families no longer 
had an economic future in their busi-
ness. Some of them were four and five 
generations in Idaho. The great Boise 
Cascade Company no longer has an op-
erating unit in the State of Idaho and 
with the exception of maybe one or two 
scattered around in the south of the 
United States, no longer has an oper-
ating mill. 

When those 14,000 families lost their 
jobs, school districts started to die be-
cause the property values of their 
homes went down because the main 
employer in the town closed up the 
mill and left. So there were no jobs, 
and so suddenly the equity that they 
had been building up in their house, 
and maybe it was two or three genera-
tions, suddenly that equity vanished 
just like the sawmill did, just like 
their hope for an economic future in 
the State of Idaho. 

So you do not just lose a job in a 
State like Idaho and in a town like 
Pierce, Idaho, in Clearwater County, or 

Cascade, Idaho, in Valley County, or 
Council, Idaho, in Adams County, you 
lose school districts and you lose prop-
erty tax base and you lose people. 
Eventually you lose families. That is 
what it cost the State of Idaho. That is 
why all four members of Idaho’s dele-
gation are opposed to CAFTA. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
that is the same in my State of Ohio. 
When we talk about numbers and the 
trade deficit, we talk about the mil-
lions of lost jobs, but it comes down to 
every family that loses a job, what 
they go through, every neighbor, every 
school district, the police and fire pro-
tection they lose, the equity in their 
house, all of the things that happen 
that destroy families and destroy com-
munities. That is what we all need to 
remember when we are debating these 
large numbers and billions of numbers 
in trade deficits. 

I thank the gentleman from Idaho 
(Mr. OTTER). We were joined this 
evening in a very unusual bipartisan 
special order with Republicans, the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) and the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODE), and Democrats, the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. DAVIS), 
in opposition to the Central American 
Free Trade Agreement.

f 

STRENGTHENING SOCIAL 
SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
POE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 4, 2005, the gentle-
woman from Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on the subject of this special order, 
which is Social Security. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I am 

so delighted to be here with my friends 
and colleagues who also are very com-
mitted to strengthening Social Secu-
rity to make sure that it not only is 
strong and a viable program for cur-
rent seniors and for those of us that are 
the baby boomers and about to retire, 
but also that it is a program that is 
sustainable and solvent for our chil-
dren and our grandchildren. 

That is a big challenge for us and it 
is easy today to put off problems that 
look like they are going to be 2 years 
in the distance, 4 years in the distance, 
10 years in the distance, 25 years in the 
distance, to take up just what is the 
most pressing challenge today; but 
that is a wrong strategy. That strategy 
leaves our country vulnerable. In this 
case it gets worst the longer we fail to 
act. 

I am pleased our President has dis-
cussed this with the American people. 

He has been very forthright on what 
the challenges are, and he has shared 
with the American people that doing 
nothing is the most dangerous thing we 
can do when it comes to Social Secu-
rity. We all know Social Security is a 
pay-as-you-go. Those that are cur-
rently working are paying for those 
that are currently retired. 

It used to be that there were 16 work-
ers in the workforce for every retiree. 
Later there were 10 workers in the 
workforce for every retiree. Today 
there are 3, and so that means that 
considerable resources, considerable 
dollars that current workers make 
have to go to sustain each retiree. 

It is wonderful that we can antici-
pate longer lives than those who de-
signed Social Security. In fact, it used 
to be that life expectancy was 62 years, 
and you could retire when you were 65 
years. So when Social Security was 
first proposed and first passed, there 
were far more people that paid into the 
system than would ever think that 
they would get actual Social Security 
benefits because of the life expectancy. 

To our benefit and to the quality of 
our life, Americans are living far 
longer. So we need to modernize Social 
Security so that we do not have two or 
three workers in the system supporting 
every retiree as they also have to sup-
port their families. We need to make 
sure that those in the workforce that 
actually make sure that Social Secu-
rity is solvent, that when they retire, 
it is there for them. We need to act 
sooner rather than later because today 
it is still possible to deal with the So-
cial Security surplus, to put dollars 
aside, to build a system that will help 
make the system solvent and sustain-
able in later years. 

I have with me today one of my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER), who is very knowledge-
able about Social Security and in par-
ticular about the GROW accounts, the 
proposal before us right now as we con-
sider whether we take big steps or 
small steps towards personal accounts 
that can help us bridge the gap be-
tween a system that is not sustainable 
and not solvent to a system that is 
there for our children and grand-
children. 

I yield to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MILLER) and am eager to hear 
what he has to say. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I am sure it is no surprise to many of 
you that some of my constituents do 
oppose personal retirement accounts, 
so when they do I ask them this very 
question: Would you agree or disagree 
Congress should have, when it created 
Social Security, set up a really true 
lockbox that earned interest on their 
FICA contributions? 

Of course they eagerly agree that the 
money should have been set aside and 
used only for Social Security benefits. 

I then follow up with the question: 
Then why in the world would you be 
opposed to a personal lockbox, if you 
will? 
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It is not secret here in Congress we 

have not had the discipline in many in-
stances to keep our hands out of the 
cookie jar of Social Security. Now to 
stop this I propose that in the future 
that Congress cannot get its hands on 
the money in the first place. As soon as 
workers can start to save part of their 
Social Security money in a personal 
retirement account, with their very 
name on it, this Congress will have to 
find its money elsewhere. 

Growing Real Ownership for Workers 
legislation is something that our col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana 
(Mr. MCCRERY) introduced, that would 
strictly use Social Security dollars for 
Social Security benefits. Now these 
GROW accounts mandate that Social 
Security taxes be used for benefit pay-
ments to those people who have worked 
hard, who have followed the rules and 
have earned the right to a secure re-
tirement. The accounts would be cre-
ated for workers under the age of 55 un-
less they choose not to participate.

b 2115 

The current Social Security surplus 
would be dedicated to individual GROW 
accounts where it would be invested in 
guaranteed marketable Treasury secu-
rities, real assets that workers them-
selves would own and on which account 
balances would, in fact, be inheritable. 
Workers age 55 and older will continue 
to participate in the Social Security 
system that we know today. Nothing 
changes. People should have the right 
if they wish to invest their Social Se-
curity taxes in safe, diversified funds 
like a Thrift Savings Plan that Federal 
employees and Members of Congress 
have. The return, in fact, has been 
proven to be better than the govern-
ment’s 1.6 percent return on Social Se-
curity. 

Younger workers should have the op-
portunity to receive a higher retire-
ment income than the current system 
will be able to pay by the time that 
they can retire themselves. Workers 
between the ages of 22 and 55 should 
have the option of joining the personal 
account system, and people younger 
than 22 could, in fact, be required to 
join that system. Those retiring after 
about 2042 can really expect to receive 
only about 73 percent or less of what 
they are being promised today. A rea-
sonable reform would allow them the 
opportunity to improve their retire-
ment incomes by investing a portion of 
their current payroll taxes. 

The current system owes some $10.4 
trillion more in promised benefits than 
it can afford to pay, and each passing 
year adds an additional $600 million to 
the cost of permanently fixing the So-
cial Security system. Benefits will be 
reduced and taxes may have to be 
raised. 

As I have been visiting high school 
seniors in my district over the last few 
months, I have entered into a dialogue 
with many of the students over the fu-
ture of Social Security, and I have 
asked some students if they believe 

that Social Security will be around for 
them to collect when they retire. Out 
of the five classrooms, only one hand 
was raised. That is one out of approxi-
mately 175 young adults around the age 
of 18 who actually have faith in our 
current Social Security system. 

Young adults are supportive of per-
sonal accounts because they under-
stand that they will be better off dur-
ing their retirement years. And they 
also realize that they will not have to 
worry about placing a financial burden 
on their children and grandchildren 
who would otherwise have to act as a 
financial caretaker in their retirement 
years. 

I have received correspondence from 
my constituents 50 years and older ea-
gerly opposing the accounts due to a 
very common misconception. The mid-
dle-aged and elderly residents in my 
area have a fear of not receiving the 
benefits that they have been promised 
in the system. To them I say this: they 
will receive their benefits just as prom-
ised. For them the Social Security sys-
tem will not change in any way. 

However, I think it would be a dis-
grace to deny our younger generation 
and generations to come the oppor-
tunity to build a nest egg, if you will, 
and prepare adequately for their fu-
ture. Many people ask what safeguards 
will the government have to protect 
these personal accounts if someone in-
vests poorly or recklessly. Clearly, not 
everyone is comfortable in investing. 
So Social Security reform will have to 
include some type of safeguard for its 
participants in the personal account 
system. Aside from the strong perform-
ance of financial markets over the long 
term, as well as the fact that a major-
ity of your account will remain in the 
Social Security trust fund as a safety 
net, the personal accounts that will be 
offered will be fully diversified. 

Another idea that has been talked 
about is having participants purchase 
an inflation-adjusted annuity that is at 
least equal to 100 percent of the pov-
erty level for their retirement. Demo-
crats have said this: they think that we 
should eliminate the $90,000 cap on in-
come. Even completely eliminating the 
cap on taxable wages would only post-
pone permanent deficits by 6 years, 
from 2018 to 2024. A temporary fix 
would likely require future generations 
to raise taxes over and over, and I 
think that our constituents deserve 
better than that. 

Now more than ever, those of us here 
in Congress have a responsibility to 
make the tough decision while not 
making the financial burden any hard-
er on the American people. Voluntary 
personal retirement accounts are very 
beneficial for the workers and retirees 
of the future. They would be accumu-
lating money in their own account 
throughout their working life. And 
that money would grow through in-
vestment over the years. Because their 
dollars are growing over the course of 
decades, they would be able to have a 
more comfortable retirement without 

relying entirely on the next generation 
of workers coming after them. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we all agree 
that we need to move towards change 
now. Let us pass legislation that in-
cludes some type of personal retire-
ment accounts. And as we talk about 
this issue tonight, again I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from Kentucky 
(Mrs. NORTHUP) for bringing this issue 
forward. I look forward to the oppor-
tunity of conversing with my other col-
leagues on the this very important 
issue. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MILLER) for 
all the hard work he is doing on this 
issue. It takes people who are very 
dedicated to talk about the issue. 

We know that there have been a lot 
of groups that have tried to scare the 
American people. They have tried to 
scare our parents and current retirees 
that somehow this jeopardizes the 
check that they currently get. And 
they try to scare younger workers that 
this is going to be something that is 
risky. And his courageous and under-
standing leadership in this to delve 
into an issue and to explain it in a way 
that the high school students that he 
talked to understood and had con-
fidence in it is so important. 

And I know it will not surprise him 
to know that the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. CHOCOLA) has people that are 
scaring seniors, the young people in his 
district, throwing out misinformation, 
trying to dissuade them from sup-
porting these GROW accounts.

I invited him here tonight to talk 
about maybe some of the information, 
some of the fears, some of the criti-
cisms, maybe some of the rhetoric that 
he is hearing and to share with us what 
his answers are to the people in his 
community and make sure that people 
that are listening at home tonight that 
maybe are hearing some of these same 
things, either recorded phone calls or 
posters around town, that they will 
identify with this tactic and under-
stand that they could be reassured that 
this is a good plan for them. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me, 
and I thank her for her leadership on 
this issue. 

This is one of many times she has 
come to the floor and spoken on this 
very important issue that I think is 
important to generation of Americans, 
and it is important that we focus on 
the facts and how we can strengthen 
Social Security for the long term. And 
the gentleman from Florida did a tre-
mendous job in talking about a first 
step, I think a very appropriate step, in 
making sure that we preserve the So-
cial Security surplus for Social Secu-
rity reasons and benefits. 

I did 15 or 20 town hall meetings so 
far this year on Social Security; and if 
there was one message I heard loud and 
clear, Mr. Speaker, from the people of 
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the Second District of Indiana it is: let 
us stop raiding the Social Security sur-
plus. Let us stop spending it on every-
thing from the Cowgirl Hall of Fame to 
the war in Iraq. Let us use that surplus 
for what it is there for, and that is sim-
ply to provide the benefits for Social 
Security beneficiaries in the future. 
And that is exactly what GROW ac-
counts do. They simply stop the raid. I 
think facts matter, and with anything 
I think that we should understand the 
facts before we make decisions. 

And I learned recently that there is 
going to be a group of people in my dis-
trict office in South Bend, Indiana to-
morrow, and they are going to demand 
that I take my name off as a cosponsor 
of the bill that creates GROW ac-
counts. I am not going to take my 
name off of that bill because I think 
that their request is based on a mis-
understanding of the facts, and I know 
that because they sent me a letter, or 
they are going to deliver to me a letter 
tomorrow, I think, but we got an ad-
vance copy, and some of the things 
they have stated in this letter are 
gross misstatements of the fact and I 
think mislead people as to what GROW 
accounts do and how they start to 
solve our Social Security problem. 

The first misunderstanding is they 
say that ‘‘rather than ensuring that 
American workers receive the benefits 
they have earned, this bill would divert 
payroll contributions to create private 
accounts and would fund these private 
accounts using the ‘surplus,’ money 
which has already been earmarked to 
pay the baby boomers’ Social Security 
benefits.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, it is true that this bill 
would create personal accounts and 
those personal accounts will be funded 
by surplus Social Security money that 
goes into the system that is not needed 
for current beneficiaries. What is not 
true is that the surplus has been ear-
marked for baby boomers in the future. 
In fact, the opposite is true. The sur-
plus is simply spent on everything that 
the government needs that is outside of 
Social Security benefits. So I think it 
is very important that we understand 
that the GROW account simply makes 
sure that we spend Social Security sur-
plus money on Social Security pur-
poses. 

The second misunderstanding is they 
say: ‘‘This plan would cut guaranteed 
benefits.’’ There are two things wrong 
with that statement. One, there are no 
guaranteed benefits under Social Secu-
rity as it is currently implemented. 
The Supreme Court has said that no 
one has a property right, no one has a 
right to your benefits. Congress can 
change the Social Security system at 
any time in the future and no one can 
make a claim for their benefits. So 
under the current Social Security plan, 
there are no guaranteed benefits. 

But if we have GROW accounts, there 
is a guaranteed benefit because that 
becomes a personal asset. That be-
comes an asset with their name on it. 
It becomes a part of their estate. It be-

comes inheritable if they die before 
they can collect their benefits, and cur-
rently Social Security has none of 
those aspects and none of those bene-
fits. 

The third misunderstanding is: ‘‘This 
plan would finance risky private ac-
counts.’’ Again, Mr. Speaker, it does 
fund personal accounts. It is a personal 
asset for individuals who are in the So-
cial Security system. But they are not 
risky because these accounts would 
simply have one asset in them when 
they are created, and that is govern-
ment-backed securities, government 
bonds, the safest investment in the 
world, and these are tradeable and 
marketable bonds that can be sold at a 
later time when people have their re-
tirement needs, and they can use that 
for their retirement benefits.

So, Mr. Speaker, I do think that facts 
really matter in this debate because 
the consequences are very important to 
every generation of Americans. 

We can talk more about these ac-
counts and more about the Social Se-
curity situation overall, but again I 
want to thank my colleagues for being 
here tonight talking about this very 
important issue. And one of the things 
that I always want to encourage people 
to do is to share with us what they are 
for. The people coming to my office to-
morrow are going to tell me what they 
are against. I would love to hear what 
their ideas on saving Social Security 
are. I would love to hear what they are 
for. I know that their colleagues are 
open minded and that we are willing to 
listen to any good idea to make sure 
that we permanently solve the prob-
lems that Social Security faces. So I 
hope that we can have some positive 
input from both sides of the aisle and 
all the American people because we 
need that to solve this problem. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would just like to 
ask my friend from Indiana specifically 
about the concern that the people com-
ing to his office have about any sort of 
risk as though current benefits are 
guaranteed and they are in place. As he 
said, they are not guaranteed. The fact 
is the Supreme Court has recognized 
that. More importantly, we hear people 
on the floor every day talking about 
everything is fine until 2042 and then 
there would be a 25 percent cut in bene-
fits, as though that is perfectly okay 
for our children and grandchildren. 

But I would just like to ask the gen-
tleman what he thinks of the 1993 tax 
bill that raised taxes on Social Secu-
rity, both the percentage that people 
pay, the percentage of tax, and the 
baseline that caused them to have to 
start paying this tax, if he would not 
call that a reduction in benefits. If pre-
viously those Social Security dollars 
that people got were not taxed and the 
portion that was, was taxed at a lower 
rate, in 1993 in one day, Congress 
changed the law to start taxing more 
of people’s Social Security dollars at a 
higher rate, if that was not the govern-
ment reducing their benefit. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. NORTHUP. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tlewoman is exactly right. Congress 
has changed the Social Security sys-
tem over time, and over 20 times in the 
past Congress has raised taxes on So-
cial Security in payroll taxes into the 
system. And that has never solved the 
problem. And if we include raising the 
amount of payroll that is subject to 
the tax, it is something like 38 or 39 
times we have raised the contribution 
to the system. 

What we have to do is find a way to 
permanently solve the Social Security 
challenges that are really undeniable. 
As she said, the only thing guaranteed 
is a significant cut in benefits in 2041 
or 2042 if we do nothing. So I think it 
is time that we find a way to perma-
nently solve this problem. The GROW 
accounts are a great idea as a first 
step. They are not the total answer, 
but they are a first step to give people 
an ownership stake in Social Security, 
make sure that we use the surplus for 
what it is intended for, and that is So-
cial Security benefits, stop raiding the 
surplus and begin to strengthen Social 
Security for the long term. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I thank the gen-
tleman for his comments. 

And I know he shares with me an ea-
gerness to hear from the gentlewoman 
from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART), who is 
so knowledgeable about this issue and 
works on it every day and has been a 
remarkable spokesperson for the per-
sonal accounts, what they mean to 
Americans.

b 2130 

I am eager to hear her thoughts to-
night on this also. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding to me, and I 
appreciate the opportunity to have this 
discussion tonight, because, unfortu-
nately, the American people are hear-
ing a lot of diatribe that really has no 
basis in fact regarding Social Security. 

The gentlewoman mentioned earlier 
a point that needs to be stressed, and 
that is that people believe that Social 
Security is just fine, that their benefits 
that they expect are going to be paid, 
and that nothing is going to change. 
Unfortunately, that is just not the 
case. 

As was mentioned also earlier, in 1983 
there was a significant change in the 
law, and the reason they had to do that 
was because Social Security was not 
going to have enough money to pay out 
the benefits. So the taxes did increase. 

Now we are at another point where 
we are having a very serious change in 
our demographics, and that means that 
there are a lot more people who are 
going to be receiving Social Security 
benefits in the coming years. The good 
news is they are going to live a lot 
longer than they used to, but the bad 
news is that the Social Security money 
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is not going to be enough to fund the 
benefits they expect. 

Of course, another problem that So-
cial Security has had for years and one 
that the GROW Act of 2005, which sev-
eral of my colleagues have mentioned, 
will help us fix, is that the money that 
comes into Social Security now is not 
even being spent on Social Security to 
a significant degree. 

There is a surplus in the Social Secu-
rity account for the next several years 
and that money should actually be 
saved for Social Security benefits. But 
right now it is not being saved for So-
cial Security benefits. That money is 
being spent on general government op-
erations, as my colleague from Indiana 
mentioned. It could be anything from 
some crazy museum or the war. But 
that money has been collected for So-
cial Security, so it should be spent 
there. 

We need to stop the raid on Social 
Security. We need to stop spending the 
surplus on things other than Social Se-
curity. One of the best proposals I have 
seen to do that is the GROW Act of 
2005. It would not only stop the raid, 
but it would give Social Security a dif-
ferent dimension that I think is impor-
tant to Americans, especially in this 
day and age, and that is that it would 
set up personal accounts for each 
American in the Social Security sys-
tem. That money would actually have 
their name on it. 

A lot of people think that the Social 
Security money they pay in goes into 
an account with their name on it. But 
that is not the case. It goes into the 
trust fund and gets spent on a number 
of things. 

What the GROW Act would do is set 
up personal retirement accounts for 
each person in the Social Security sys-
tem. Everybody who is paying in taxes 
would have this account, and that 
money could no longer be spent on 
other government operations. It would 
stay in Social Security. It would be our 
money. It would have our name on it. 
It would be inheritable. It is not today, 
so if you die at 64 and you still have 
not begun receiving your Social Secu-
rity benefits, those benefits are lost 
and your family does not have any 
claim on those benefits. 

So the GROW accounts would be cre-
ated for anybody under 55, unless they 
choose not to participate. Then they 
can stay in traditional Social Security. 
So that Social Security surplus would 
be dedicated to these GROW accounts 
and they would be invested in guaran-
teed, marketable Treasury securities.

Another concern and some of the 
demagoguery we have heard is that you 
can invest this money in something 
and lose it in the stock market. That is 
what you hear, it is a risky invest-
ment. 

These are marketable Treasury secu-
rities, not risky investments. They are 
real assets that are very conservative, 
in fact. Upon retirement, these account 
balances would be used to help pay So-
cial Security benefits. 

I mentioned that they are inherit-
able. I think this is worth stressing 
over and over again, because most peo-
ple understand that they do not have 
an ownership right in Social Security. 
But under the GROW Act, they would. 

So I think there are a lot of things 
that are an advantage to people that 
these proposals would really bring that 
they are not aware of; and as long as 
some of these groups, such as the ones 
in the district of the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA), are out there, 
we really need to clear the record, to 
make it clear. 

I serve on the Committee on Ways 
and Means. We have been looking at 
ways to basically shore up Social Secu-
rity, to make sure that the American 
public will have an investment that 
they can depend upon for their retire-
ment; something that will be real; 
something that will give them a real 
‘‘bang for their buck’’ as they invest it 
through their entire lives. And we 
know that investing it this way is just 
much smarter. Every person who pays 
those taxes certainly wants to get the 
most out of them that they can. 

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs. 
NORTHUP), I really appreciate the op-
portunity to join you tonight. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I think it is really 
important that we talk about not only 
the benefits, but some of the misin-
formation out there, because we know 
that our constituents are hearing it. 
They are eager to figure out for them-
selves what the best course is, and it is 
important that we both not only talk 
about the benefits, but also the misin-
formation and what the answer is to 
that. 

One of the things I wanted to ask my 
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. CHOCOLA), about, he was talking 
about some of the questions or misin-
formation that were raised in his dis-
trict with his constituents who he ex-
pects to be in his office. 

One of the things I hear all the time 
is that these GROW accounts, they are 
going to increase the deficit for our 
country and that is going to jeopardize 
sort of the solvency of the country. 
Can the gentleman discuss that, wheth-
er or not these accounts are going to 
specifically make the deficit worse. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentlewoman bringing up 
that point. That is a consistent criti-
cism of the GROW accounts, that they 
would increase the debt or the deficit; 
but in fact what they do is unmask or 
reveal the true budget deficit. 

Today we have a Social Security sur-
plus, which we have talked about. That 
money is used to pay for general gov-
ernment needs, and it reduces or masks 
the amount of money we really need to 
run government, because we are taking 
Social Security money and using it for 
general government purposes. 

With GROW accounts implemented 
and enacted, we would stop doing that. 
We would stop using Social Security 

surplus money for anything except So-
cial Security. The problem with that, 
the critics would say, is that we have 
to go find the money to fund general 
government somewhere else. So on 
paper it increases the deficit, when in 
fact it unmasks the deficit. 

It is simply a matter of truth in ac-
counting. It is being honest with the 
American people how much money we 
spend as a government and where the 
money comes from. Then we will be 
more accountable to the American peo-
ple by not spending their Social Secu-
rity money on things other than Social 
Security and being honest as to how 
much we need to spend or borrow to 
fund the general government needs. 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply a matter of 
transparency and truth in accounting. 
Frankly, we need more of that in other 
parts of government, which we could 
spend several hours talking about. It is 
being honest with the American people, 
and I think it is one of the great bene-
fits of GROW accounts. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Reclaiming my 
time, in fact, for years Congress has 
spent the Social Security surplus on 
other things, and it looked as though 
those things were all affordable be-
cause in fact it did not look like deficit 
spending, when in fact it was taking 
the Social Security surplus and divert-
ing it to other things. 

Sometimes people ask me why Con-
gress did that. I always say, you know, 
if we could bring back the Congresses, 
if we could get Roosevelt to come back 
or the ghost of Roosevelt to come back, 
if we could bring back the Congresses 
in those days, or even the Congresses 
in the 50s and the 60s, we could ask 
them that question. I will bet if they 
looked at things through our eyes, 
they would think that maybe they 
should have put these dollars away 
into accounts that the American peo-
ple would own and keep them away 
from Congress. 

But all we can do is act as good stew-
ards of the Social Security dollars that 
are coming in today. None of us can 
reach back and change what happened 
in the 60s and the 70s and the 80s. I 
think the American people understand 
that. They realize that it is not today’s 
Congress that spent the Social Secu-
rity surplus in the 60s, but they do ex-
pect us to do what we ought to do to 
make it solvent for the future. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman would yield further, just 
to put this into context, between 2006 
and 2015, it is estimated that the sur-
plus will be $790 billion that we would 
put into personal accounts for retire-
ment needs for Social Security benefits 
versus spending it on general govern-
ment purposes. So this is a lot of 
money that can be put aside now for 
Social Security benefits in the future. I 
think it is high time we start. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Reclaiming my 
time, it is a huge amount of money. It 
would be a great investment in the 
long-term solvency of the program.

I did not know whether the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART) 
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might want to talk a little bit about 
the deficit too, because I do think that 
is something we are hearing a lot 
about, and it is very reassuring to 
Americans when they understand this 
is not more debt. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. I would like 
to discuss that a bit. 

I think it was mentioned, the large 
amounts of money that are involved in 
Social Security, because everybody 
who is working is paying into their So-
cial Security fund. In fact, I think a lot 
of people do not really realize how 
much they are paying in. They are pay-
ing this tax and their employer is pay-
ing the tax for them, as well, and it to-
tals 12 percent-plus of their income 
that is going into the Social Security 
fund. That is a lot of money. 

If people could actually have control 
of that money, they could certainly 
earn more on it through these invest-
ments, even in Treasury bills, but espe-
cially in different kinds of securities. 

But the deficit, people talk about 
how we spend too much money. One of 
the ways, certainly, to prevent the 
Congress from spending too much 
money is to not give the Congress this 
extra money to spend. Because what 
has happened over the years is it has 
just become sort of an assumption that 
that money that is sitting there in the 
Social Security surplus can be spent on 
whatever we want to spend it on. Un-
fortunately, that creates a serious 
problem for us down the road, because 
we are not investing that money, be-
cause we are not getting a return on 
that money that is going to help us pay 
Social Security benefits down the read. 

So the idea of the GROW accounts, 
which would prevents us from spending 
that money, I think has a double ben-
efit. It would tell the Congress, hey, 
this is not your money to spend, and 
you need to find ways to get your 
spending in order; you need to get 
ahold of that and review the programs 
and cut the programs that are not real-
ly doing anything for the American 
people. In fact, right now I am pleased 
to say there have been well over 100 
programs cut in this year’s Republican 
budget, which is very important. 

We need to continue along that 
track. One of the ways to push us to 
continue along that track is to take 
the Social Security surplus and put it 
in a bunch of personal lockboxes like 
the GROW accounts would set up, so 
that every American will have con-
fidence that there will be money there 
for them in Social Security, with their 
name on it, so we will have that money 
for them when they need it when they 
retire. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Reclaiming my 
time, it is really a matter of restoring 
the confidence of the American people 
that we are going to act in the best 
long-term interests, fiscal interests, of 
this country. So I thank the gentle-
woman very much for her thoughts on 
that. 

I see that now my good friend, the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 

GINGREY), is here. He has spent a lot of 
time talking about and studying the 
issue of Social Security, is very knowl-
edgeable about it; and I am eager to 
hear his thoughts on this issue tonight. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Kentucky for 
not only recognizing me for a few min-
utes, but for putting together this spe-
cial hour to discuss something that is 
so important. 

As I went across my district, and I 
know my colleagues did the same 
thing, talking about Social Security 
when the President first rolled out his 
suggestion of having an individual per-
sonal account, it was not just his idea, 
but I think a very good idea, to carve 
out up to 4 percent of the 12.4 percent 
payroll tax in an optional way for 
those workers under 55, and to let that 
part of their Social Security account 
be an account that they actually own, 
they actually have ownership of, and it 
could enjoy the miracle of compound 
interest. Einstein said that was the 
greatest power in the world, even more 
powerful than atomic fission. But 
clearly that was a good idea. I think it 
is still a good idea. 

But as I talked about that in my 
town hall meetings across the Eleventh 
District of Georgia, Mr. Speaker, the 
one recurring theme that I heard from 
folks, mostly seniors in the audience, 
but a lot of times they were younger 
workers, they said, Congressman, we 
are not sure about this individual per-
sonal account thing. 

I think people are afraid of change, 
and they would express a little bit of 
hesitation and doubt about it. But one 
thing that seemed consistent almost 
every time I did a town hall meeting, 
and I think I probably have done at 
least 15 on this subject, was whatever 
you do, Congressman, please, go back 
to Washington and tell your colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle that this 
business of robbing, of raiding that 
trust fund has got to stop. If you do not 
do anything else, just solve that prob-
lem, because nothing else really mat-
ters if you continue to take this excess 
money that has been coming in since 
1935 when we had 15 workers for every 
beneficiary and people died before they 
reached the age at which they could 
earn a benefit at age 65. Life expect-
ancy was 64 on average, and we did not 
have any problem.
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But we have time over these coming 
years. I say ‘‘we,’’ and my colleague 
pointed out just a little earlier, we 
were not around, not many of us, I 
think I was 3 years old when Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt died. But Congresses 
have been spending that excess money 
in the so-called trust fund to the point 
that $1.7 trillion is missing. 

But I think it is important for us, my 
colleagues, to let the American people 
know that that money was not squan-
dered, it was not wasted. We are not 
talking about fraud and abuse; we are 
talking about spending money on 

things like K through 12 education, 
Head Start programs, benefits for our 
veterans, which they so richly deserve, 
in times like we are now when we are 
in a shooting war and we have to equip 
our troops to make sure that we give 
them every opportunity to win. That is 
where the money has gone. 

I think Members of Congress on both 
sides of the aisle are, by their very na-
ture, compassionate. And when these 
folks come to us and say, we need just 
a little bit more, Mr. Congressman and 
Mrs. Congresswoman, we need just a 
little bit more, we have little children 
that have needs, we have disabled peo-
ple that have needs, that is where the 
trust fund has gone. 

So I think it is understandable. We 
can play this blame game and finger 
point and say, well, the Democrats did 
this, or President Clinton, or the Re-
publicans have spent the money, or 
President Bush is spending the money 
to wage a war in Iraq and Afghanistan. 
But what we are talking about now 
with this idea of the GROW account is 
to answer the complaint of the people 
in the 11th district of Georgia, and I 
am sure my colleagues’ districts as 
well, let us do finally put a lockbox on 
the Social Security Trust Fund. 

So I really commend the members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
MCCRERY), the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. SHAW), the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. SAM JOHNSON), the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. SHADEGG), 
and my colleagues here tonight, the 
gentlewoman from Pennsylvania (Ms. 
HART) and, before that, the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) was with 
us. I think the Committee on Ways and 
Means has really come up with a novel 
idea. I hope we will not abandon the 
thought of individual personal ac-
counts coming out of the payroll tax, 
and I think at some point we will do 
that, and we need to continue to work 
on the solvency of Social Security. 

But this is a great way, these GROW 
accounts, to say that we are going to 
take the excess, and there will be, Mr. 
Speaker, an excess of revenue coming 
in over benefits being paid out from 
now until 2017. I do not think anybody 
disagrees with that. I think one of my 
colleagues tonight said that we are 
talking about maybe as much as $700 
billion over that period of time before 
we reach that cross-over where the 
amount coming in is the same as the 
amount going out. But we have got 
that window of opportunity, we are 
talking about 12 years, where we can 
allocate that money, that excess 
money to individuals younger than age 
55, unless they opt out, and then in 
2009, as I understand the GROW ac-
counts, we will actually not only have 
the opportunity to invest that into 
government bonds, but put it in a well-
managed Thrift Savings Plan so that 
our beneficiaries can then enjoy the 
miracle of compound. 

So I am really glad to be here tonight 
to lend my thoughts to it. I think it is 
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a great idea. I commend the com-
mittee. I look forward to having the 
opportunity to go back home during 
the August recess and tell my col-
leagues that yes, we are finally going 
to respond to the best suggestion that 
I have heard, and it was from the folks 
back home; let us finally put a lockbox 
on the excess dollars coming in. 

With that, I will yield back to the 
gentlewoman from Kentucky and 
thank her for letting me participate 
this evening. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman, and I think he 
raises a point that is important. 

Many nights we have talked about 
personal savings accounts and how 
many of us believe that in the long run 
they are the best answer to solvency, 
to making sure that our younger work-
ers have a system that is there for 
them, that gives them a good return on 
investment, a system where as Ameri-
cans live longer they can count on 
these dollars in their retirement. 

But that is not possible today. It is 
not possible for a variety of reasons. 
Part of it is politics, part of it is all of 
the scare tactics that are being used. 
But, more importantly, sometimes, 
when you have a very big, complicated 
problem, it is easier if you solve it in 
steps, and the first step that Ameri-
cans seem to be asking us to do is stop 
making the problem worse by spending 
the Social Security surplus on other 
things other than Social Security. 

I think that is very exciting. When 
we do that, and I am convinced we will 
do that, we are going to see that sen-
iors are going to keep getting their So-
cial Security check just like they al-
ways have; we are going to see that 
younger workers are going to find out 
each year what they have in a personal 
account for themselves that is going to 
grow. Many families, especially young 
families that are trying to balance 
children and new jobs and so forth, this 
may be the only savings that they have 
from one year to the next, and that 
will be reassuring. And as people un-
derstand how that works, I am con-
vinced that the support and the inter-
est in growing that to truly solving the 
Social Security system will be there. 

I know that my friend, the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania (Ms. HART) 
also has talked before about the hole 
we are in, if we do nothing, and why we 
have to deal with this problem now. I 
think it is important that the gentle-
woman add that to the record of our 
discussion tonight. 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding. I will be 
brief. I think it is important for us to 
understand the absolute size of this 
problem if we do not do anything. Be-
cause again, GROW accounts are the 
beginning of a solution to the problem 
of making sure that there are benefits 
that are going to be able to be paid to 
people who are expecting Social Secu-
rity. 

Right now we just cannot make that 
statement. We cannot tell people we 

are going to make sure all of your ben-
efits are paid because, in fact, in 2041, 
the trust funds will be gone. At that 
point, the payroll taxes will be paid out 
as they come in and will only cover 74 
percent of the benefits. A couple of 
years later, it declines to a much lower 
percentage, in the 60 percent range, 
and lower and lower. Obviously, people 
do not want to receive less in their So-
cial Security check. 

So we are in a position where we need 
to identify and really realize that we 
have a serious unfunded liability, the 
gap between program revenues, things 
that are coming in, and the costs that 
we know that we will have to pay. It is 
like a pension plan that is going bank-
rupt. 

After considering the trust fund’s 
current balance of about $1.7 trillion, 
which is the unfunded liability, the 
cost of the program would be $4 trillion 
in present value. That is $300 billion 
more than last year’s report. So the 
longer we wait to try to change the 
system, the more it is going to cost to 
change the system and find a way to 
GROW accounts, and this GROW ac-
count bill will help us find a way to fill 
in that unfunded liability.

So the promise to maintain those 
benefits for people is really an empty 
promise until we make a change. 

We have an opportunity from now 
until 2017 to start real accounts with 
real money in them for the American 
public. 

I really thank the gentlewoman from 
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP) for bringing 
this to the attention of the American 
people, because they need to spend 
some time and understand this issue so 
that they can support these good pro-
posals that are out there. I commend 
the gentlewoman for what she is doing 
and I thank her for allowing me to join 
her tonight. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Well, I am so ex-
cited. I know that the gentlewoman is 
on the committee that is heading this 
up. It is an enormous challenge and 
you all are doing a fabulous job. As the 
rest of us worry about this and study it 
and provide ideas, we are so grateful 
that the gentlewoman’s committee is 
committed to making this happen. 

Mr. Speaker, I see now that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) 
has joined us. It is the end of a very 
long day, and I am so appreciative that 
the gentleman came down, because I 
know that he has worked hard on these 
proposals and has been committed to 
them. He has been here with us on 
other evenings as we have talked about 
Social Security, and we are eager to 
have the gentleman join us tonight. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding, 
and I especially thank her for her lead-
ership. 

Retirement security and saving So-
cial Security is truly a critical issue in 
America. To me, this is much more 
than a simple congressional debate; 
this is a debate that I take very per-
sonally. Mr. Speaker, my parents are 

in their seventies. Social Security is 
part of their retirement, a very impor-
tant part of their retirement security, 
and not only as a United States Con-
gressman, but as a son, I am com-
mitted to ensuring that they receive 
every single dollar that Social Secu-
rity says that they will receive. I have 
a moral obligation to my parents, and 
I know everybody in Congress feels 
that same obligation. 

But not only do I feel I have a moral 
obligation to my parents, I am also a 
father. I have a 31⁄2-year-old daughter. I 
have a 22-month-old son. Social Secu-
rity as we know it will not be there for 
them unless we act. 

I can understand how different people 
in this body can have different solu-
tions to the problems that we are fac-
ing in Social Security, but I cannot be-
lieve those who would simply deny the 
existence of the problem. 

Mr. Speaker, I guess the challenge is, 
because too often in this town we are 
looking to the next election and we are 
not looking to the next generation. I 
guess there is some good news, and we 
are talking about it tonight. Social Se-
curity is still running a surplus today. 
That is good news. Those who are on 
Social Security, those who will soon be 
on Social Security, they are going to 
be in fine shape, Mr. Speaker. But it is 
those future generations, it is for ev-
erybody in America who may have that 
31⁄2-year-old daughter, that 22-month-
old son, for whom we have to do some-
thing. 

Now, as much as we would like in 
Congress to repeal the laws of demo-
graphics, we simply cannot do it. We 
cannot deny the fact that when Social 
Security was first created, you had al-
most 50 workers paying into the sys-
tem for every one person taking out of 
the system. Now, Mr. Speaker, we are 
down to only 3 and a third workers, 3 
and a third workers paying into a sys-
tem for every one that is taking out. 
Very soon, we are going to be down to 
2 workers paying into the system for 
every one. 

Another demographic trend that we 
cannot outlaw, it is great for seniors, 
not too good for Social Security, is the 
average life span in America is increas-
ing. When Social Security was first 
created, the average life span of an 
American was 60 years of age. I mean, 
their name was called on the roll up 
yonder before they ever saw one penny 
of their retirement. That is what many 
Americans faced. Well, thanks to the 
marvels of modern medicine, which my 
colleague, the gentleman from Georgia 
(Dr. GINGREY) knows a lot about, the 
average life span of an American today 
is 77 years of age. 

So we have more and more retirees, 
we have fewer and fewer workers, and 
those retirees are living longer and 
longer and longer, and the system sim-
ply cannot handle that. I mean, right 
now the cost of doing nothing is tre-
mendous. We are looking right now at 
a shortfall in Social Security of $10.4 
trillion. 
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Now, I am not sure if anybody in 

America can really conceptualize or 
grasp this figure of $10.4 trillion, tril-
lion with a T. But I did a little math 
and what that means, Mr. Speaker, is if 
we wanted to try to solve the problem 
of Social Security for future genera-
tions and solve it today, every Amer-
ican would have to write a check out 
for $34,000; a family of four over 
$125,000, to try to solve the problem 
today. 

Now, what happens if we do nothing? 
And unfortunately, many of our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle 
are part of the school of thought that 
we should do nothing. Well, if you look 
very closely at what the Social Secu-
rity law says today, what current law 
says, what it really says is that my 
children are going to face an automatic 
benefit cut of probably over a third. 
Now, when I go to town hall meetings 
in my congressional district back in 
Texas and ask how many people are on 
Social Security and maybe half of 
them raise their hands, I ask, how 
many of you would be willing to take a 
third cut of our Social Security bene-
fits? Not one hand goes up. And then I 
ask, well, how about your grand-
children? Do you mind if they have 
their benefits cut by a third? Not a sin-
gle hand goes up. 

Current law says, when the trust 
fund is exhausted, there will be an 
automatic benefit cut, and it can ap-
proach one-third. Mr. Speaker, that is 
just not fair. I mean, this is an issue of 
generational fairness. 

I would love for us to solve the prob-
lem of Social Security tonight. Every 
day we put it off, it is costing the 
American people an extra $200 million. 
We are kicking that can down the road, 
because too many people are looking at 
that next election and not the next 
generation. So as much as I would like 
to solve the problem tonight, I know 
perhaps that is not realistic.
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But surely, Mr. Speaker, surely we 
can agree that the trust funds in Social 
Security ought to be dedicated to So-
cial Security. But that is not the case. 
Forty-nine different times Congress 
has taken that money, and they spend 
it for something else. 

Now, sometimes they spend it for 
really good things. They spend it on 
Kevlar vests for our troops in Iraq. 
Maybe they spend it to help guarantee 
a student loan. Maybe they help a low-
income person get into their first 
home. 

But more often than not, they also 
spend it on wheelchairs for Medicare 
that cost five times as much as those 
in the VA. They spend it on $800,000 
outhouses in Iowa, and the toilet does 
not even flush. They spend it on stud-
ies of how and why college students 
decorate their dorm, and the list goes 
on and on and on. 

There is a spending problem in Wash-
ington, D.C., Mr. Speaker, and we need 
to make sure that the Social Security 

trust funds are solely dedicated to So-
cial Security. And so, fortunately, a 
number of our colleagues came up with 
an idea. 

They call them GROW accounts, and 
it is a very, very simple idea. It says, 
take the remaining Social Security 
surpluses, and we think maybe we have 
about 12 years left before Social Secu-
rity begins to go bankrupt. If the tidal 
wave of red ink only gets larger and 
larger and larger, let us at least save 
the surpluses we have and let us get it 
out of Washington because Washington 
has been taking that money and spend-
ing it on something else. 

Let us get it into your account, an 
account with your name on it, some-
thing that you own. And, Mr. Speaker, 
a lot of people in America do not real-
ize that they do not own their own So-
cial Security. Several Supreme Court 
cases have ruled you do not own your 
own Social Security. So this is a very 
simple idea. Surely, we in Congress can 
at least agree on this one small baby 
step, to try to keep the security in So-
cial Security. Let us take these re-
maining surpluses, let us put them into 
an account that you own, that Con-
gress cannot spend, that bureaucrats 
cannot take away. You own it, some-
thing that you can leave to your fam-
ily. Put it in a very safe investment, 
put it into a T-Bill. 

Now, I do not know how anybody, Mr. 
Speaker, can call this a risky propo-
sition, but they do. Let me tell you 
what is really risky. What is really 
risky is Americans leaving their retire-
ment security here in Washington, D.C. 
when the trust fund has been raided 49 
different times. 

Mr. Speaker, there have been 20 dif-
ferent tax increases on Social Security, 
20 different tax increases. And every 
time that the taxes are increased, your 
rate of return goes down. And that is 
important because we are losing the se-
curity out of Social Security. 

Now, my grandparents, who are de-
ceased, who were born about 1900, they 
got about a 12 percent rate of return on 
their Social Security. That was a great 
rate of return. My parents, who I al-
luded to earlier this evening, they were 
born in roughly 1930. They are getting 
about a 41⁄2 percent rate of return on 
their Social Security, and that is not 
bad. My generation, represented by 
those born roughly 1960, we are going 
to get about 21⁄2 percent rate of return 
on our Social Security. That is barely 
keeping pace with inflation. And my 
children, my children, my 31⁄2-year-old 
daughter, my 22-month-old son, Mr. 
Speaker, they are going to get a nega-
tive rate of return. They are going to 
put more money into Social Security 
than they take out. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not fair. That is 
where the risk is. The risk is doing 
nothing. The risk is leaving our Social 
Security here. There have been mul-
tiple benefit cuts in Social Security. 
We cannot have the trust fund raided. 
The tax increases, the benefit cuts, the 
declining rates of return, the no owner-

ship rights. Surely we can agree on this 
modest step forward of setting up these 
GROW accounts so that Americans can 
count on that Social Security so the 
trust fund cannot be raided and we can 
have personal accounts with your name 
on it. And, Mr. Speaker, that would be 
one positive step that we could take in 
this body to help save Social Security 
for future generations. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), 
who is a good friend. I also thank the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) 
and the other Members that joined us 
tonight to talk about this very, very 
important issue. 

You talk so much about the different 
generations. It is amazing how many 
people that are concerned about Social 
Security solvency think about this in 
terms of all the different generations. I 
often picture the generations sort of 
lined up, my mom and dad, my dad 
passed this year, but my mom. She is 
82, and she is sort of up at the front of 
the line. And then you get back, as 
people age, and I am 57 and so I am 
back still on this side of the line of re-
tirement, eight steps away from retire-
ment. My children in their 30s and 20s 
are further behind me in the line. 

And the way Social Security works is 
everybody in the back of the line, be-
fore they get to retirement, helps pay 
the retirement for those at the front of 
the line. The problem is the line in the 
back is getting shorter as the line in 
the front is getting longer. What 
GROW accounts do is allow younger 
workers in a sense to throw over the 
line some savings that will be there 
when they get there. It saves the peo-
ple behind them in the line from hav-
ing to fully fund their retirement, and 
it gives them the confidence that there 
will be a retirement savings for them. 

It begins to change from of a pay-as-
you-go system to a long-term funded 
solvent system that will take care of 
Americans today, Americans tomor-
row, and Americans in the future, so 
that our whole country will be solvent 
and able to address the emerging chal-
lenges that are bound to emerge with 
each generation. It is the right thing to 
do. It is the fair thing to do. It is a 
good idea for a transition to go 
through the GROW accounts so that we 
can set up a system that helps us 
transform Social Security from a pay-
as-you-go to an invested solvent sys-
tem. 

I would like to thank my friends and 
colleagues who joined us late tonight 
to discuss this important issue. I look 
forward to working with you, and I 
know you do also with all the Members 
the Congress so that we can serve the 
American people in a responsible way.

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
POE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
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